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Abstract 
 
This paper analyses and contextualises the artist’s exploration of self-portraiture 
through the sculptural bust format.  
 
Conventionally, the portrait bust epitomises an antiquated view of the human subject as 
fixed, finite and knowable. The classicistic allusion of the form seems the perfect 
embodiment of a pre-modern and hopelessly idealised view of subjectivity and its 
capacity to be represented. This paper will show how, despite these impressions, the 
portrait bust is in fact a highly volatile sculptural form in which presence and absence 
are brought into question. When used as a vehicle for self-portraiture the bust yields a 
spectrum of instability, both literal and metaphoric, that calls into question the clarity of 
notions of subject and object and challenges the ideas of authority and representation 
more broadly. 
 
By providing an historical overview of the role of the portrait bust, this paper will map 
the field of content inherent to the portrait bust and discuss its application in 
contemporary self-portraiture. As the work of Mike Parr, Janine Antoni and Marc 
Quinn demonstrates, the classical certainty that permeates the bust format can indeed 
heighten the capacity of the form to represent uncertainty: an ambiguity that makes it a 
highly potent form for sustained studio investigation and experimentation. 
 
This paper will provide an overview of this experimental scope and application, by 
discussing the author’s process of sculptural self-portraiture in relation to aspects of 
‘likeness’, expression, truncation and reproduction that occur in the form. 
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Introduction 
This documentation will provide an overview, analysis and contextualisation of the 
main features of my studio practice: the exploration of self-portraiture through the 
sculptural bust format.  
 
My study of the portrait bust has emerged from the process of sculptural self-
portraiture. If my initial motivation behind making sculptural self-portraits was to 
explore notions of identity and the body, this eventually yielded to the more open-ended 
concerns associated with subjectivity and representation; how does one represent 
oneself through the sculptural medium? My research seeks not to solve this problem but 
rather to represent the ‘problem’ of representation itself. This process of self-reflexivity 
enables my sculptural self-portraiture to address the impossibility of representation 
more generally. 
 
It is my chief claim that far from being an exhausted anachronism, the portrait bust 
remains a vital area for research, both inside and outside the studio. At first glance, the 
portrait bust is the epitome of a pre-modernist attitude to representation: deferential, 
classicistic and nostalgic. But the bust is in fact a highly volatile and complex sculptural 
form that challenges the clarity of notions of presence and absence. When used as a 
vehicle for self-portraiture this volatility is exacerbated. The self-portrait bust, by 
proposing an equivalence between the body of the subject and its sculptural 
representation, gives rise to a spectrum of instability, both literal and metaphoric. This 
destabilising effect serves to disrupt the clear delineation of subject and object and, by 
extension, the transparent operations of authority and representation. It is my contention 
that the classical certainty that permeates the bust format encourages and heightens the 
capacity of the form to represent uncertainty. It can be argued that this ambiguity 
reflects the broader indeterminacies that characterise contemporary notions of 
subjectivity. In so doing, the self-portrait bust emerges as a highly potent form for 
sustained investigation and experimentation in the contemporary studio. 
 
This paper will provide an account of this process and the ideas that inform the work 
and are generated by it. I will begin with a brief account of the methodological 
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approaches that influence the studio practice and this analysis. I will then provide an 
overview of the history of the portrait bust that will summarise the inherent meanings 
that have accrued to the portrait bust over time. The way in which the process of self-
portraiture extends and complicates these meanings will be explored with reference the 
works of three contemporary practitioners who have explored the self-portrait bust in 
their artistic practices: Mike Parr, Janine Antoni and Marc Quinn. This contextualisation 
will then act as an entrée to a study of the key features of the self-portrait bust which 
give rise to its volatility as a form and which can be explored through an experimental 
studio process. In so doing, this paper will act as theorisation of my studio work – the 
organisation and structuring of the knowledge produced – while also establishing the 
pertinence of this studio enquiry to broader cultural discourse surrounding self-
portraiture, subjectivity and representation. 
 
 
Methodology 
My research is conducted across two broad analytical modes – practice-based and pure 
basic. In keeping with the unique character of studio-based research, these two 
methodological approaches are ‘interleaved’ in the studio: the investigation of art-
historical discourse is folded into the productive process, which in turn produces new 
research avenues. 
 
Based on material experimentation and reflection, this practice is an example of what 
Paul Carter has termed “material thinking”1. In Carter’s formulation, materials have an 
intrinsic intelligence that forms the unique basis of creative research. This intelligence 
emerges from the creative process and is consolidated by it formalisation in language. 
For Carter, material thought requires textual expression for validation. As Barbara Bolt 
notes though, Carter’s explication ultimately subordinates the activities within the 
studio by favouring their verbal articulation. She revises his theory as follows: ‘material 
thinking involves a particular responsiveness to or conjunction with the intelligence of 
materials and processes in practice… [it is] the logic of practice’2. Unlike Carter, Bolt 
sees the collaboration between artist and material as the chief site of research in the 
studio from which knowledge emerges. For her, the written exegesis plays a 
complementary rather than displacing role to the research process as its purpose is ‘not 
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just to explain or contextualise a practice, but rather to produce movement in thought 
itself’3. For Bolt, the written study creates a space where praxical and theoretical 
understandings can intersect and cross-fertilise. According to this model, analysis is 
necessarily folded into the act of making without reducing the studio process to a 
programmatic one. 
 
As a documentation of my creative research, the task of this paper is an exegetical one: 
to identify and analyse the most significant features of my work and the factors that 
shape its formation in the studio. By providing an investigation of my practice and the 
knowledge that it has given rise to, I hope to enable this analytical document to perform 
as a extension of the experimental method that underpins my practice. In so doing, this 
exegesis seeks to fulfil the role of ‘revealing the work of art’4 (to use Bolt’s words 
again) and in so doing make it act as a lens through which to refract studio-derived 
understandings into broader cultural discourse. 
 
 
The Origins of the Portrait Bust 
The portrait bust can be defined as a sculpted likeness in which the head and upper part 
of the body are isolated. While “likeness” can assume a variety of interpretations (as I 
shall elaborate on below), the truncation of the lower body – its abrupt excision – is the 
essential feature of the portrait bust. In this section, I shall provide a summary of the 
meanings inherent to the portrait bust as a sculptural format by outlining in broad terms 
its development since Roman times. My interest in the portrait bust stems from its 
strong association with the notions of individual subjectivity and Neo-Classical 
nostalgia. As a result, I have confined this study to the exploration of what Malcolm 
Baker refers to as the ‘classicising’ bust: the bust that applies stylistic features overtly 
derived from Classical sculpture5. 
 
The bust format is generally acknowledged to be a Roman innovation, emerging during 
the first century BC6. While derived from a variety of sources, including Greek portrait 
sculpture, the bust’s dramatic reframing of the body acts as potent manifestation of the 
Roman notion of identity. The Greeks regarded the full figure as the natural form for 
portraiture and used the body as a key means of signification in their approach to 
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sculptural portraiture. This reflected the embodied nature of the Greek notion of identity 
– one in which the head and body were regarded as an indivisible totality7. As Donald 
E. Hall summarises, to the ancient Greeks, identity was regarded as preordained8, the 
individual’s role determined by the divine rational order. In ancient Greece, the part was 
always secondary to the whole as explored in Book IV of Plato’s Republic: 
It is absurd to expect us to represent the beauty of the eye in a way which 
does not make it look like an eye at all, and the same is true of other parts of 
the body; you should look rather to see whether we have made the whole 
beautiful by giving each part its due.9 
The importance of establishing unity across all areas of human activity required that 
identity be seen as an organic whole. In portrait sculpture the completeness of the figure 
was crucial to its idealised commemorative and aesthetic function. To the ancient 
Greeks, the commemoration of individual ‘virtue’ could only be represented by a full-
figure statue. 
 
By contrast, the Romans believed that a person’s individuality lay in his or her facial 
features10. As Sheila Dillon notes, ‘Roman conceptions of portraiture… privileged the 
head as the primary site of personal identity thus allowing for the part to stand in for the 
whole11. The synecdochic operation of the bust expresses the increasing naturalism and 
subjectivity that came to dominate late Hellenistic thought. To sceptics like the 
Pyrrhonists, the unreliability of all appearances had the effect of rendering reality an 
apparition12. By relativising all external reality, scepticism centralises the subject as the 
sole index of truth. That the portrait bust only occurs in Greek times under Roman 
influence13 tends to discount the influence of Greek precedent. However, it is significant 
that the truncated form of the bust emerges in parallel to the idea of an individualised 
subject separated from the world that surrounds him. The portrait bust is emblematic of 
the very notion of subjectivity, the new epistemology that eventuates from this shift in 
philosophical emphasis. 
 
While the bust format can be unquestionably attributed to the Romans, the sculptural 
isolation of the head and upper body had long been a form of Greek sculptural 
commemoration. In the herm the representational program stops abruptly at the 
sternum, with the rest of the body generalised to a rectangular shaft (Figure 1). An 
ancient form of sculptural commemoration, the herm is thought to have originated from 
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wooden effigies erected throughout the Greek countryside since the sixth century BC 14. 
By the Hellenistic period, when Romans were encountering it, these severe pillar-like 
stone effigies were a common feature of gymnasia, where they commemorated deities 
associated with scholarship15. Hermes, the god to whom the name of the form herm 
alludes, presided over eloquence so it is not surprising that he should have been 
acknowledged at places of learning. However, in addition to his scholarly duties, 
Hermes was also the protector of flocks and pastures, and to encourage crop production 
ancient farmers would decorate inscribed wooden columns with a mask and garments 
for the purposes of worship16. As an apotropaic effigy, the herm was strongly associated 
with divine power and religious ceremony and thus a highly charged sculptural form. 
While there was little overt residue of this scarecrow-like ancestor in the severe marble 
shafts of the first century gymnasia, the herm was still a sculptural format with 
significant supernatural and ritualistic connections. The architectonic generalisation of 
the body that define the herm format and that, in part, characterises the Roman bust, 
acts as an authoritative emblem of the heroic sacred subject. 
 
Owing to this strong association with Greek intellectual and sacred power, the herm was 
enthusiastically embraced by the Romans who adapted its form as a support for portraits 
of Greek intellectual heroes such as poets, teachers and philosophers, subjects 
traditionally commemorated by full-figure statues17. Along with Greek sculptural 
figures and relief scenes, the herm was incorporated into the republican home as an 
indicator of refined Hellenic taste and in the public domain as a triumphalist emblem of 
the connection between Roman and ancient Greek culture18. The truncated geometry of 
the herm, that for the Greeks signified divine power, the Romans recycled as a symbol 
of their own administrative and economic power.  
 
The Greek connotations of the dramatically truncated body clearly formed an important 
context for the emergence of the Roman bust format in first century B.C. but Greek 
precedent is not the sole influence on the bust form. In aristocratic Roman funeral 
processions, it was common for wax or clay death masks of the deceased to be carried 
or worn by selected members of the family19. As death masks were also used to furnish 
domestic ancestral shrines, the bust-like form of these effigies was a familiar ‘portrait’ 
format in the affluent Roman home. The effect of the death mask and its faithful 
preservation of all the particularities of the face can be detected in the highly veristic 
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qualities of Roman portraiture. David Jackson, in his study of the subject, notes that 
‘Polybius [the Hellenic historian] speaks of the mask as being “fashioned with 
extraordinary fidelity both in modelling and in its complexion to represent the features 
of the dead man”’20. The connection between the death mask and the portrait bust seems 
directly observable in many republican portrait busts, which seem to have been directly 
adapted from death casts (Figure 2). The corpse-like effect of many of the portraits from 
this period contradicts the straightforwardness of the portraiture process. By 
emphasising the death of the sitter, these portraits seem to deny the suggestion of ‘inner 
life’ that normally accompanies the portrait. The sculptural representation of the body 
already reduced to an object, doubles the objectifying function of the representational 
process. Though it is tempting to view such works as testimonies of patriarchal 
solemnity, they are perhaps better understood as mementos mori. As Jackson also notes, 
Polybius viewed the Roman funereal ceremony ‘not as a religious rite, but more as a 
didactic moral example to the young and a spur to civic glory’21. As a key prop in this 
ceremony, the bust symbolised ancestral achievement, rather than character, and acted a 
reminder of familial and civic legacy. 
 
Despite the ceremonial aspects of the portrait bust and the complexity of its 
signification, the material economy of its abbreviated form was also key to its 
endurance as a sculptural format. The irrelevance of the body to Roman notions of 
identity permitted the mounting of highly individualised heads on ‘stock’ body types22. 
The figure could thus be individualised by the nesting of a portrait bust in a scalloped 
housing at its collar (Figure 3). This sculptural innovation meant that commemorative 
portrait busts could be rearranged according to genealogical requirements, without the 
need for numerous full-figure statues. The bust, therefore, represents the economisation 
of the process of commemoration, a sculptural strategy adapted to suit the budgets and 
scale of an increasingly diverse clientele. But once detached from its bodily housing, the 
rounded neck or chest of the bust is a precarious form, requiring some form of support 
or housing for stability. Despite its heroic connotations, the portrait bust is actually a 
highly vulnerable form, its aggrandizing authority being entirely dependent on an 
external housing whether it be in the form of a full-figure statue or socle. 
 
The instability of the bust extends beyond its physicality though. The bust format also 
destabilises the straightforwardness of categories such as presence and absence, and 
 11 
 
body and figure and in so doing challenges the notion of subject and object more 
broadly. As the above summary indicates, from its inception the portrait bust was 
fundamentally associated with funereal ritual and mortality. The fact that the portrait 
bust was almost always created posthumously indicates that the form was heavily 
invested with notions of absence. The ‘presence’ of the portrait bust sought to mitigate 
against the literal absence of the sitter by replacing him or her with a durable likeness. 
The bust acts as an object of commemoration, by definition an act of collective 
remembering or recognition. This notion of repetition is achieved through the ongoing 
reminder of the absence of the sitter in his (or occasionally her) sculpted likeness. In 
effect, the portrait bust performs the paradoxical function of making absence present. 
Wendy Steiner summarises the complex semiotic status of the portrait as follows: 
The… portrait is assumed to be iconic, resembling what it represents. It is 
also indexical, however, gesturing towards the extra-artistic actuality of the 
subject and functioning in an almost magical fashion so as to render that 
subject present23. 
Steiner uses Charles Pierce’s semiotics as a means of talking about the paradoxical 
signification of the portrait in general24. While Steiner makes no reference to sculptural 
portraiture in her analysis, the indexical operation of the three-dimensional portrait 
exacerbates the paradox she refers to. Unlike other portrait mediums (for example 
painting or photography) the sculpted bust is physically denotative of the deceased. The 
sculptural materials of choice for Roman portraiture were bronze and marble, durable 
materials that were would resist the rigours of climate and time. These hardy materials 
sought to replace, in order to make permanent, the fugitive matter of the living body. In 
so doing, the very physicality of the sculpted portrait comes to denote its opposite: the 
immateriality of the actual subject. The inherent instability that operates between 
material presence and temporal absence and their partial collapse in the sculptural 
medium is the basis for the broader semiotic instability initiated by the portrait bust. 
 
While the verism25 of the republican portrait bust is strongly connected to Roman 
notions of individual identity and patriarchal authority, the form also embodies the 
temporal dimension of being, rehearsed through the sculptural medium as a continual 
evocation of the process of loss. This loss is also expressed figuratively through the 
dramatic sectioning of the body that the bust performs. In the bust, the body is 
physically eliminated, forming a literal parallel of the lost body of the subject. By 
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rendering the body as obsolete to character, the portrait bust makes literal the 
instrumental vision of the body held by the Romans. Identity, in the Republican Rome, 
was chiefly located in the particularities of the face. The lost body is therefore both 
literal and figural: the head eclipses the body and establishes the hierarchy of mind over 
body that was to persist well into the modern era. In the Roman bust form the Greek 
humanist notion of a fully embodied notion of character is lost to a fragmented bodily 
identity. Loss, the dominant content of the portrait bust, operates beyond the immediate 
absence of the sitter to the broader corporeal displacement performed by the bust format 
itself.  
 
When the classical bust format in sculpture was revived in the eighteenth century such 
connotations came to be further inscribed on the bust format, but on somewhat different 
terms. Enlightenment intellectuals took great nourishment from the idea of a classical 
humanist precedent that stood in explicit contrast to the religious tumult of the previous 
century. As H. W. Janson explains in his book Nineteenth-Century Sculpture, England 
in the aftermath of her victory over the French in 1715 was entranced by a newfound 
nationalism. The triumphalism that accompanied this change in Imperial fortune led the 
painter Jonathan Richardson to claim that ‘no nation under Heaven so nearly resembles 
the ancient Greeks and Romans than we’26. This feeling of kindredness with the 
Classical world, needed to be staged appropriately, and new architectural projects filled 
with Classical references were soon accompanied by public monuments to notable men. 
A key part of the iconographic paraphernalia used to set this Neo-Classical ‘stage’ was 
the portrait bust, a form that bristled with allusions to the glory of Republican Rome and 
‘made [the] link between the present and Classical past most explicit’27. Indeed Lord 
Burlington’s ‘Temple of British Worthies’ built in 1735 at Stowe was a popular national 
shrine, housing numerous portrait busts of eminent Englishmen28. As a celebration of 
secular virtue and Republican Roman glory, the portrait bust was a potent emblem of 
English national vigour and the new masculine agency ushered in by the Enlightenment. 
Just as the Roman elite used Grecian herms and figures to denote cultural 
sophistication, eighteenth century Neo-Classicists used the bust as an important 
emblematic device: a means of drawing an explicit connection between modern and 
ancient character. 
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The very form of the portrait bust was well-suited to this intellectual emphasis. The 
truncation that is central to the format radically reframes the body, effectively reducing 
it to two basic elements: head and heart. This figurative focus acted as a potent 
manifestation of the Enlightenment ideal of the triumph of the secular mind and spirit 
while also evoking the timelessness and intellectual heroism associated with a much-
romanticised Classical past. The bust reframes the sculptural body and performs a 
metaphoric displacement, removing it (and thus the sitter) from the world of the viewer 
and into the idealised, transcendent world of the Classical ideal. If the specifics of 
character were, in Republican Rome, revealed in the creases of the veristic sculptural 
face, in Neo-Classicism, this yields to a more performative notion of identity. In being 
represented all’ antica the subject is consciously acting out a role; a role that is 
rehearsed through both dress (the common use of classicistic drapery) and expression 
(the sombre patrician) (see Figure 4). In effect, the subject is not simply depicted in a 
Roman manner, but actively playing out the role of a Roman bust. The performative 
dimension of Neo-Classical sculpture reveals the broader shifts in notions of 
subjectivity that characterise the eighteenth century. 
 
Hume’s theory of the mind, outlined in Section IV of his Treatise of Human Nature 
(1736), proposed that the self, far from being an immutable certainty as Descartes had 
claimed, was in fact insubstantial, ‘a bundle or collection of different perceptions which 
succeed one another with an inconceivable rapidity and are in perpetual flux and 
movement’29. Consequently, says Hume, the impression of a ‘self’ is really just an 
effect of the mind’s ordering of sense-perceptions and, owing to the temporal nature of 
those perceptions, is constantly in a state of fluidity and change. Hume likened the mind 
to a kind of theatre ‘where several perceptions successively make their appearance; 
pass, repass, glide away and mingle in an infinite variety of perceptions and postures’30. 
In times as politically volatile as the eighteenth century, this pioneering notion of the 
self as a dynamic effect rather than a stable ‘substrate’31 was highly resonant with 
meaning.  
 
The fluidity that characterises Hume’s account could not feasibly be written upon the 
fixed stone features of the sitter and nor would we expect them to be; the mimetic 
demands of portraiture combined with the imperatives of Classical sobriety limited the 
scope for such adventurism. This mobile, performative male self can be observed most 
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overtly in the plastic possibilities of drapery, often used according to Baroque precedent 
to soften the abruptness of the truncation. But it is in the bust format itself that this 
fluidity is most invested. Following the notion that a man can remake himself through 
his surroundings, then by ‘inhabiting’ the sculpture itself, he becomes completely 
absorbed into its aura of virtue and dignity. The consecration of this act in a permanent 
sculptural medium can thus be seen as a strategy of making this inhabitation permanent 
and enduring: emblematising the specifically Classical spirit of the ebbs and flows of 
perception that define the subjectivity of the sitter. 
 
As the chief British proponent of Neo-Classicism in art Joshua Reynolds observed in 
his tenth Discourse, sculptural figures ‘are represented by their insignia more than by 
any variety of form or beauty’32. Unlike the lofty form of painting, sculpture to 
Reynolds was fully circumscribed by the idealising Classical scheme. According to this 
logic, the specifics of character could only be indicated by the use of props (and 
presumably text) if the sculptural work is to retain its ‘dignity’33. No wonder then that 
Reynolds gives such short shrift to sculptural portraiture in his writing. This attitude 
towards the limitations of sculpture, a direct inheritance of Leonardo’s Paragone 
formulation34, endured well into the twentieth century. What Reynolds could not see 
and yet perhaps emerges from our vantage point, is the way in which the portrait bust is, 
itself, a form of insignia; a badge used to dress both its subject and its architectural 
setting, in the guise of classical virtue and achievement. 
 
The historicity of this guise is central to the language of Neo-Classical sculpture. 
According to Neo-Classical artistic tenet, as Reynolds’ remarks reveal, form in 
sculpture was always circumscribed by classical precedent. Unlike painting, for which 
there was vastly fewer examples and thus more inventive licence, sculpture was a form 
which was expected to remain impervious to the pressure of modernity by acting as a 
point of virtuous orientation in the burgeoning flux of the modern world. The authority 
of Neo-Classical sculpture thus emanated from its brazen anachronism. The portrait 
bust was a key element in this revival. As I have identified above, the Roman portrait 
bust is format in which the clear operations of presence and absence become clouded. 
The Neo-Classical portrait bust amplifies this complex operation by seeking to recover 
the past by rehearsing its aesthetic forms. The classicising portrait bust thus further 
displaces the contemporary object by attempting to insinuate it into some distant 
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historical context. In other words, Classical Rome becomes all the more absent through 
the act of consciously trying to reconstructing it. The portrait bust, while it seeks to 
elevate and heroicise the Enlightenment epoch, simultaneously undermines that 
authority with its overtly staged impression. 
 
In this section I have endeavoured to articulate the chief content of the portrait bust as a 
format in sculpture. While the portrait bust is most obviously a commemoration of the 
individual subject, it also consecrates the very notion of subjectivity itself. But I have 
also sought to articulate how such impressions mask a more complex spectrum of 
signification in which absence and presence are continually in a state of mutual 
interference. This tension between presence and absence, certainty and contingency is 
the source of the figurative instability that I identify in the portrait bust and which forms 
the basis of my studio investigations. The way that these ideas are filtered through the 
studio to accumulate new meaning is the subject of the next section of this paper. 
 
 
Self-Portraiture and the Portrait Bust: Contemporary Contexts 
In the previous section I have tried to outline in broad terms the content inherent to the 
form of the portrait bust by discussing some of its historical roles and forms. In 
mapping the textual aspects of the form I have proposed that the portrait bust is 
characterised by an intrinsic instability attributable to i) its iconic status as an object of 
commemoration; ii) its indexical status as a ‘doubling’ of the subject; and iii) its 
operation as a historical symbol and emblem. Each of these operations involves the 
mutual eclipse of notions of presence and absence, and as such, subject and object.  
 
How might these complexities find expression in the contemporary studio? This 
question has provided one of the chief impulses for my recent studio practice. The 
method via which I have sought to explore these questions has been through the use of 
self-portraiture. It is my contention that the sculptural self-portrait, despite its 
marginalisation within discourses surrounding self-portraiture in art35, is a vital area of 
enquiry in which stable notions of subjectivity, far from being consecrated, are in fact 
called into question. Indeed, when expressed in sculptural form, the self-portrait can 
yield a plethora of effects that undermine the Romantic suggestions of the genre of self-
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portraiture. In order to map this field, I have identified four aspects of the bust in which 
this instability is most present. These areas, which translate into physical features of the 
sculptural form itself, provide the basic experimental and analytical framework for my 
investigations. As I shall explain in some detail below, these regions act as sites for play 
from which critical thinking about subjectivity and representation can commence. In 
this sense, I wish to note from the outset that this enquiry is not directed towards 
producing any clearly defined solution, but rather a spectrum of open ended questions 
that can in turn serve to reinvigorate the sculptural bust as an historical artefact and the 
practice of self-portraiture more broadly. 
 
The quest for likeness, making a representation which conveys the appearance and/or 
character of the sitter is widely regarded as the overarching goal of the act of 
portraiture. Sandy Nairne, the director of the National Portrait Gallery in London, has 
summarised the purpose of portraiture as follows: 
The supposition [of the purpose of portraiture] … is that the portrait should 
allow something of someone’s personal interior life to be made available in 
public, and this purpose – to bring out hidden information – should be 
important to both artist and the eventual viewing public.36  
According to this conventional view, the goal of the portrait is to represent 
simultaneously the public and private character of the sitter. While such a formulation 
simplifies the complexity of the intentions that may be behind the production of a 
portrait and its interpretation by the viewer, it does indicate the paradox that is central to 
the identity of the portrait: that of reconciling notions of appearance and character. 
This problem of ‘likeness’ is central to the portrait as a category of art for it must, to 
retain its identity as a ‘portrait’, refer to some identifiable, individual sitter. As Wendy 
Steiner observes: 
In whatever medium, the portrait is a genre characterised by a paradox. It 
represents specific, existent subjects whose significance normally lies in 
their place in the extra-artistic world. But at the same time, it is a self-
contained work of art, valued even when its subject can no longer be 
identified.37 
How that subject might be represented in the portrait has been analysed by F. David 
Martin. He draws a distinction between ‘portrait features’, facial elements that ‘closely 
resemble a model’38 and ‘type features’ which ‘resemble human beings in general’39. 
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Martin notes that these differing features, individualised and generalised, are often used 
in combination in the work of portraiture. Accordingly, it can be said that the 
coincidence of mimetic and symbolic features in the portrait is a chief means via which 
the inner and public life of the sitter are reconciled. 
 
Martin elaborates upon the relationship between appearance and interiority by 
classifying the portrait form into three basic types: face, mask and effigy. The ‘face’, he 
says, is distinguished by ‘a revealing liveliness… that discloses a thoroughfare between 
the facial features and the soul’40 while the ‘mask’, is defined as a ‘false front that hides 
the self… a concealing rigidity’41. In Martin’s formulation, the face and mask are thus 
defined by a certain level of visual activity, both of which presupposes and seeks to 
dramatize the existence of an inner life. The ‘effigy’ on the other hand, is concerned 
simply with proximity to appearances ignoring character altogether: ‘like a passport 
photograph, [it] “fixes” the facial features’42 in order to simply identify the subject. 
While Martin’s iconographic account of portraiture does not proceed to a more critical 
investigation of these categories and their interaction through history, his study 
nonetheless indicates the complex schematics that mediate the impression of likeness in 
a portrait. 
 
As Wendy Steiner notes, this complexity extends to representation of both subject and 
artist that coincide in the portrait. Portraits may focus on a represented subject, but they 
also express the artist’s conception of that subject. As a result of this interaction, the 
straightforwardness of sitter and work becomes called into question. Moreover, the 
conditions of the production of many portraits can affect their formation. The influence 
of the commissioner of the portrait, who is frequently the sitter, calls into question the 
‘authority’ of the work as Steiner explains: 
The artist is admired for achieving a brilliant grasp of the subject’s essence, 
but that essence had better coincide with the subject’s self-image if the 
portrait is to be accepted and the artist paid. And so one might claim that the 
portrait rests on a competition between sitter and portraitist as to not only 
which is the true subject but which is the true author.43 
The semiotic status of the portrait is thus highly complex. As Steiner has discussed (see 
above), the iconic, indexical and symbolic operations of portraiture are further 
complicated by this composite notion of the subject, which envelops sitter, artist and 
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commissioner. For Steiner, the ambiguities inherent to the portrait as a genre of art may 
explain both its relatively low status in art history and its postmodern renewal. 
 
The critique of visual codes that characterises postmodern discourse has implications 
for all forms of representation, and portraiture, with its claim on indexical and mimetic 
authority, has therefore emerged as critical vehicle with much currency. The portrait 
bestows an authority that proceeds beyond the represented self as Ernst Van Alphen 
observes: 
Not only does [the portrait] give authority to the self portrayed, but also to 
the mimetic conception of artistic representation that produces that increase 
in authority. Since no pictorial genre depends as much on mimetic 
referentiality as the traditional portrait, it becomes the emblem of that 
conception.44  
The portrait thus epitomises the mimetic concept of representation and its presumption 
of a iconic relationship between the artistic subject and object. As a result, the portrait 
emerges in postmodern art as a key means by which to critique the authority of both the 
subject and western representational codes more broadly. As Van Alphen summarises: 
…The portrait returns, but with a difference, now exemplifying a critique of 
the bourgeois self instead of its authority; showing a loss of self instead of 
its consolidation; shaping the subject as simulacrum instead of as origin.45 
The presumed connection between the portrait and its subject, provides a useful critical 
tool for interrogating representation and subjectivity in the broadest sense. If the 
postmodern subject, as Nick Mansfield states, ‘is a doubly disoriented one: it wanders 
in a world it cannot accurately conceptualise and its own interiority has lost its sense of 
intense feeling or meaningful place’46 then the portrait, with its illusion of an 
authoritative subject, can use the disruption of its own representational codes to embody 
this feeling of uncertainty. New conceptions of both subjectivity and representation can 
thus be generated through the portrait as a form. 
 
As a subset of the portrait as a category, the self-portrait is inevitably implicated in Van 
Alphen’s account of the postmodern portrait. For if the portrait produces and 
consecrates the authority of the self, authority is further accentuated when the artist and 
the sitter are the same individual. As Shearer West summarises, ‘underlying all self-
portraiture is the mystery of how an individual sees himself or herself as other. A self-
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portrait involves an artist objectifying their own body and creating a ‘double’ of 
themselves’47. This ‘doubling’, construed as the collapse of the clarity of categories of 
subject and object, also affects the status of the viewer, as West continues:  
The viewer of a self-portrait also occupies the strange position of looking at 
a metaphorical mirror that reflects back, not themselves but the artist who 
produced the portrait. Viewing a self-portrait can therefore involve the sense 
of stepping into the artist’s shoes.48 
So the self-portrait, somewhat ironically, requires the viewer and artist to swap roles. 
For just as the viewer is made to stand in the artist shoes, so must the artist try to see 
him or herself as if from the position of a viewer. This collapse of roles is encouraged in 
painting or photography by the proximity of these forms to that of the mirror, the most 
familiar point of reference for an external image of the self. 
 
Unlike two-dimensional portraiture, the sculptural self-portrait results in an object, not 
an image. In so doing, the sculptural self-portrait can be said to further exacerbate this 
collapse of subject and object. The sculptural self-portrait yields a genuine object, a 
thing that meets the living body of the artist and viewer in their own spatial plane. The 
heightened indexical status of the sculptural self-portrait, its literal ‘doubling’ of the 
artist’s body, displaces the artist both physically and metaphorically. In sculptural form, 
the self-mastery suggested by the form of the self-portrait is undermined by the 
objecthood of the sculpture. The mute effigy that is the sculptural self-portrait may 
endure long after the actual body of the artist has gone, but as a ‘thing’ it is also 
vulnerable to will of the viewer: it can be handled. Moreover, the objecthood of the 
sculptural form means that the artist must surrender absolute control to the viewer’s 
gaze - a fundamental aspect of the authority of the two-dimensional likeness - as the 
self-portrait can be viewed from a variety of angles.  
 
The proximity of the sculpture to the world of objects was the primary basis for 
Baudelaire’s scathing dismissal of the form in his review of the Salon of 1846, ‘Why 
Sculpture is Tiresome’. While sculpture for him is ‘as brutal and positive as nature 
herself, it has at the same time a certain vagueness and ambiguity, because it exhibits 
too many surfaces at once’49. To Baudelaire the lack of a single dominant view, eroded 
the sculptor’s authority over his own material by permitting the viewer to inspect the 
work form a multitude of positions. Earlier, Baudelaire draws the repeated connection 
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between the sculpture and the fetish, clearly implying its ‘primitive’ status. But as 
James Hall notes, it is precisely sculpture’s capacity to be both brutal and ambiguous 
and the activity it demands of the viewer that has been responsible for its eminence in 
the twentieth century50. To him, the ‘mobile, contingent and confrontational’51 aspects 
of sculpture are the source of its centrality to contemporary art. The ambiguous 
physicality of the sculptural composition can be said to mirror the restless, insecure 
postmodern subject. In these terms, the sculptural self-portrait returns, not as an emblem 
of heroic certainty but instead as a means to challenge the authority of the subject and 
its modes of representation. 
 
Three Examples: Parr, Antoni and Quinn 
In his ongoing Self Portrait Project, Mike Parr has explored the process of self-
representation through a wide variety of media including performance, video, drawing 
and sculpture. In this practice, the centralised modernist self is problematised through 
the act of obsessive repetition, thereby amplifying the process of self-portraiture to such 
an extent that any notion of self-expression or self-mastery falters. Instead of a singular 
moment of revelation, the self-portrait becomes an artistic tic. For Parr, the process of 
‘accumulation’52 that occurs through the act of repetition, ‘relativises’53 the self-portrait, 
effectively collapsing the notion of subjective expression into the more collective notion 
of language. Through sustained and obsessive repetition, the self-portrait becomes a 
sign (as distinct from an image) and in so doing becomes a language through which to 
view notions of representation more broadly. In line with this program of enquiry, the 
authority attributed to the artist/work is collapsed into the larger container of process. 
Parr’s Self-Portrait Project, as a deconstruction of self-portraiture, is a meditation on 
the process via which meaning and subjectivity are consolidated in the art object. But 
through this act of critique, this process also comes to reassert the representational 
program. The paradox that lies at the heart of Parr’s project is the way in which the act 
of repetition reinforces the impression of autobiographical inscription – Parr’s works 
remain a document of the artist’s concerns and behaviours even as they endeavour to 
destabilise such autobiographical presumptions. Parr’s concentration of formal 
ingredients - his singular focus on self-depiction - heightens the impression of process 
and thus signals the performative aspect of self-portraiture. Far from seeking to pin 
down an accurate and definitive version of himself for posterity, Parr’s are unruly self-
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portraits which, from an autobiographical point of view, provide little more than 
documentary evidence of the artist’s actions.  
 
Parr’s Self Portrait Project indicates the intrinsic epistemological ambiguities that lie at 
the heart of western notions of representation. The subject/object delineation that the 
Parr’s project dismantles, is the delineation called into question by sculptural object 
more broadly. Not surprisingly then, over the past ten years sculpture has formed a 
major aspect of Parr’s Self Portrait Project. His work Bronze Liars (Minus 1 to 16) 
(Figure 5) comprises 16 pole-mounted bronze heads each inserted into a pedestal 
covered in beeswax and graphite. Each head is crudely modelled, making use of Parr’s 
chosen method of interweaving observation and memory54. Parr extends the formal 
distortion caused by this process by refusing to view the work ‘in the round’, instead 
feeling his way around the forms55. As a result, the backs of the bronze heads are often 
cursorily modelled, frequently preserving the grooved scallops of the artist’s fingers. 
Parr’s modelling strategy draws together the observed and the haptic body and in so 
doing challenges the categories of subject and object as they coincide in the work of 
self-portraiture. The amorphous pseudo-busts that result often bear only general 
resemblance to the human head and Parr has spoken of his desire to create forms that 
seem almost incidental in their figuration, like natural forms that appear to have human 
features56. This confusion of intention carries over into the forms of the ‘busts’ 
themselves which appear more like oversize puppets, talismans or effigies: more like 
tools or instruments than straightforward aesthetic objects. For Parr, notions of 
intentionality emerge as a key device for destabilising the subject in sculpture. As in his 
Self-Portrait Project at large, his sculptural self-portraits address the broader 
epistemological program by relativising the notions of body and figure, intention and 
chance and subject and object that frame sculpture as a medium. 
 
Janine Antoni is an artist who also exemplifies this critical approach to the sculptural 
self-portrait. For Lick and Lather (Figure 6), Antoni produced a ‘processional aisle’57 of 
disfigured self-portrait busts derived from body casts. Resembling terracotta and plaster 
these busts were in fact cast in chocolate and soap, materials that represent both 
‘hedonistic pleasure and obsessive female consumption’58. She then proceeded to 
repeatedly lick the chocolate busts and bathe with the soap ones, actions that parody 
more heroic subtractive action of carving traditionally associated with sculpture studio. 
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These bodily ‘carvings’ though appear more like forms of abrasion, eroding the surface 
of the works to ‘reveal generic humanoid images: a Neanderthal, a fetus and, finally, a 
faceless blank’59. The process of removal in Antoni’s work is not simply an effacement 
of the mimetic particularity essential to the self-portrait as a format, but like Parr, an 
effacement of the distinction central to Classical formulations of the sculptural object – 
that of body and figure. The actions of her lived body smother and disturb the forms of 
her surrogate body, the bust. 
 
Antoni seeks to advocate a notion of sculptural subjectivity in which figure and body 
are engaged in a continual process of mutual eclipse. The works recast classicistic forms 
of representation as ideological devices, props for the staging of pervasive and 
questionable codes of male subjectivity and authority. Lick and Lather wryly inserts 
into the Neo-Classical pantheon the ‘feminine’ forces that classicism in general seeks to 
repress: sensuality and desire. In so doing, her works disorientate the bust, reducing the 
humanist self to little more than a fetish. 
 
This process of displacement is also explored in the self-portrait work of British artist 
Marc Quinn. Emotional Detox: the Seven Deadly Sins (Figure 7) is a series of ‘busts’ 
assembled from lead casts made from Quinn’s own body. The casts depict the artist 
engaged in contorted poses that suggest suffering and discomfort, to ‘convey the impact 
of a body grappling with conflicting responses and venting powerful emotions’60. Quinn 
contrasts the shell-like forms of his figures – their stiff hollowness – with poses that 
emphasise a desperate tactile encounter with the cranium as a thing – the head instead of 
the locus of thought, is here a site for touch. The unsettling effect of the works is further 
amplified by the way in which Quinn preserves the imperfections and modifications 
created by the foundry process. The scaly surface of the raw lead, the foil-like 
‘flashing’, the scars produced by the insertion of core pins and the rough geometry of 
the internal runner systems all remain exposed in the work. 
 
In this work, the Romantic allusions of pose meet the latent, unrepressed structure of the 
foundry object. As these works reveal, the technical process of casting is a composite 
one in which surface is fragmented and reassembled and interior subjected to 
penetration and exposure – procedures which ordinarily remain suppressed in the 
finished work. The use of melted candle wax, which pours down the figure from 
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internally mounted shelves, recalls the heat and wax that form the basis of the lead 
casting process while also providing a more visceral contrast to the dull toxicity of the 
lead. This combination of material and process acts as a literal expression of a dynamic 
inner life; the suggestion of interiority here is simply a function of the highly 
mechanical process of foundry casting. As Sean Rainbird remarks in the Emotional 
Detox catalogue, ‘Quinn’s sculptures pose a question of whether facial contortions can 
authentically convey fleeting inner sensations or whether their features express no more 
than frozen muscular reflexes’61. Like the ‘character heads’ of Franz Xaver 
Messerschmidt in the late eighteenth century, Quinn’s busts create an impression of a 
highly contrived performance of emotional outpouring, and in so doing they undermine 
the presumptions about the representation of subjectivity that have been a trope of 
European sculpture since the Enlightenment.  
 
Mike Parr, Janine Antoni and Marc Quinn are three contemporary practitioners whose 
works explore the process of sculptural self-portraiture. Their work exemplifies the way 
in which contemporary approaches to the self-portrait proceed beyond self-depiction to 
use it more as a means for interrogating representational conventions. In their work, the 
classicistic authority of the bust form gives way to more performative, contingent 
possibilities. In this expressive realignment, the self-portrait bust becomes a critical tool 
for interrogating notions of representation in the broadest sense. 
 
 
The Self-Portrait Bust as Practice 
In the previous section I have shown how the self-portrait bust gives rise to a variety of 
instabilities. Far from a static, anachronistic form, the self-portrait bust is an 
intrinsically complex form, with considerable scope for contemporary exploration. The 
irony of this volatile criticality is that it occurs through the static surface of the bust 
itself. In this final section I will provide an overview of how this criticality develops 
though my studio practice to acquire new meanings and indeterminacies. 
 
My current studio research is based upon the analysis of the four aspects of the self-
portrait bust in which metaphor and material seem most open to challenge: likeness; 
expression; the truncation plane; and the sculptural cast. In these regions, as I shall 
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discuss, the formal integrity of the sculptural form is most vulnerable to disruption. As 
the authority of the form to embody the subject originates from an impression of formal 
coherence, it follows that the disturbance of these formal aspects of the sculptural 
composition will affect the coherence of the representational program more broadly. In 
so doing, I aim to produce a program of self-portraiture that, far from analysing, 
reflecting or promoting the artist-self, uses the process of self-portraiture as a means for 
speculating on the indeterminacies and contingencies of representation more broadly. 
During the course of this research, the premise of this project has evolved from the 
isolated concern of self-depiction through sculptural likeness to a more enlarged 
approach that incorporates the by-products of the practice directly into the work. This 
shift is best reflected by my transition from an object-directed focus to a more 
installation-based approach to practice. In order to analyse this method and chart this 
transition, I have organised my discussion under four headings, based on the key aspects 
that inform my studio practice. 
 
Likeness 
The process of rendering my physical form in three-dimensions is the central element of 
my sculptural practice. This elusive and challenging process, and the concomitant 
questions it poses, provides the main impetus for my studio practice broadly. In effect, 
the apparently simple proposition of sculpting a ‘likeness’ (a form that resembles my 
own appearance) gives rise to the complex of problems that translate into sculptural 
opportunities. In order to offer a foundation for my analysis of this practice, I wish to 
first provide an account of the role of likeness in my work. 
 
The work is modelled in plasticine and, as I shall elaborate upon below, the form of one 
portrait is always built on top of the previous work. While originally this was done for 
economical reasons – it was unnecessary to build the plasticine busts from scratch when 
a pre-existing form could be reused – this process is now a purposeful strategy. Rather 
than conjuring the portrait from ‘nothing’, the modelling process instead becomes one 
of the correction and refinement of a prior work. In so doing, each new version inherits 
some residual form of its predecessor. At present, I estimate I have been working on the 
same bust for around six years. Over that time the work has undergone numerous 
alterations which capture new poses or facial expressions while also offering the 
opportunity to correct perceived errors in the modelling process. This process, while 
 25 
 
perhaps too discrete to be observed in the works themselves, is none-the-less an 
important part of the ‘gene’ of the studio output. The progressive process of ‘correction’ 
reflects the elusive aspect of rendering a likeness in the sculptural object while also 
suppressing any notion of an authentic or ‘true’ form. So, while each work exists as a 
completed object – a thing ‘mastered’ – it also is a denotation of incompletion and 
contingency. 
 
Allowing this elusiveness to be overtly present in the work is a chief element in my 
approach to likeness. While I endeavour to make the works with a high degree of 
objective accuracy, I allow this representational program to be interrupted in two ways. 
Firstly, the use of a mirror (a standard piece of equipment for the production of a self-
portrait) greatly complicates the sculptural process. The forms are modelled with 
reference to my reflection. This mirroring of my features disrupts the 
straightforwardness of the mimetic process, resulting in works that present a highly 
particularised, because reflected, view of the self. This mirrored view of the self 
interferes with the perception of likeness and emphasises the insular, self-reflexive 
nature of the representation. This ‘doubling’ of the self, inscribing the self as both 
object and gaze, forms an extension of the Doppelgänger62 effect that can be said to 
haunt the sculptural bust in general. The objective impression of the sculptural likeness 
belies its status as a reflected form – a form that is only meaningful as a ‘likeness’ to the 
subject. In this way, the mirrored self-portrait bust straddles both subject and object 
without establishing any steady footing on either. 
 
This epistemological entanglement is further elaborated by the narrow scope of vision 
offered by the single mirror. Standing in front of the mirror provides an extremely 
limited view of my body. As a result of this restriction, I am forced to have to make 
guesses and extrapolations in order to make the work operate ‘in the round’, and these 
naturally impact on the impression of likeness in the work. While on the one hand this 
process effectively acknowledges the ‘pictorialisation’ of the body that occurs courtesy 
of the mirror, it also demands that I use other methods of recording the dimensions and 
appearance of my body. To do this, alongside the use of callipers, wire and cardboard 
templates, I must also feel my head and body and try to translate this touch onto the 
object itself. In the handling of the body and the sculptural object in repeated 
succession, the two become conflated. By trying to pin down the particularities of form 
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as they feel to the fingertips, my own body becomes objectified, reduced to a kind of 
sculptural form. So in the modelling process there is a phenomenological exchange 
between the subjective body and its sculptural equivalent. By being excluded from a 
method derived from observation, mimesis is instead transmitted through tactile or 
haptic modes. The limitations of likeness are thus underscored by the limitations 
inherent to a mirrored view of the subject. 
 
The second way in which the operation of likeness is interrupted is in my use of 
hairlessness. Originally the process of representing myself as if bald was a way of 
avoiding the technical complexity involved in sculpting hair. In early works, it was my 
view that hair would interfere with the formal coherence of the sculptural object, and 
compromise its verisimilitude. I also found the cadaver-like suggestions of the shaved 
figure appealing, as it seemed to conflate the prone, lifeless body with the ‘frozen’ 
sculptural figure. However, as the expressive emphasis of my practice has changed, I 
prefer to see the ‘shaven’ sculptural form as a mean of returning to the particularity of 
portrait an element of generality. The pretence of timelessness then, becomes a major 
by-product of the decision to represent myself as if bald. This is further underscored by 
the equation of baldness and masculine agency in Roman republican portraiture63. As 
hair is a key signifier that anchors the sculptural object in a particular time and place, its 
removal is a way of dislocating the object temporally. As previously described, the Neo-
Classical bust depended on a level of anachronism for its effect: it was supposed to 
remove the sitter from the contemporary world and into the intellectual idyll of the 
classical world. Hairlessness, for me, is a way of abstracting the bust, heightening its 
impression of temporal dislocation. This impression of anachronism, forms a 
counterpoint to the notion of timelessness in which the self-portrait is conventionally 
steeped.  
 
The principle of likeness underpins the process of self-portraiture and acts as a means 
by which its authority can be measured. My works seeks to destabilise the 
straightforwardness of this operation by using mirrored form and the generic impression 
of baldness as an overt part of the studio process. The works that result, seek to secure a 
resemblance between the subject and object while simultaneously and self-consciously 
undermining that objective. They remain then, testimonies of evasiveness and self-
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sabotage – embodiments of the refusal to settle on a clear relationship between artist 
and work. 
 
Expression 
If the primary aim of the portrait in general is the representation of character, or inner 
life, then facial expression becomes a crucial component in the representational scheme. 
The conventions of sculptural portraiture, largely based upon classical precedent, 
usually dictate a solemnity of expression. This detached, stern demeanour may be partly 
derived from the funereal and commemorative functions of ancient Roman portraiture. 
In republican Rome, gravitas was commensurate with patrician authority64. As 
mentioned above the impression of classical detachment was a fundamental part of the 
Neo-Classical scheme, and endured well into the 20th century. Despite the increasingly 
dynamic exploration of expression that we associate with nineteenth century 
Romanticism, in sculptural portraiture, the heroic is always restrained and detached. 
Perhaps attributable to its role in a public commemoration - a forum in which inner life 
must yield to the public façade – expressive restraint is the conventional formula of the 
portrait bust.  
 
This repression of emotion in portrait sculpture is of fascination to me, as it seems to 
contradict (or at least impose a profound limitation on) the capacity of sculptural form 
to represent character. In response to this observation, I seek to take the expression of 
withdrawal or restraint as another area of the sculpture where the stability of the form 
can be called into question. In keeping with this notion of inexpressiveness, I am 
particularly interested in the kinds of unintentional expressions that I make while 
producing the work itself. These expressions of doubt, concentration, frustration and 
tiredness are typical of the kinds of emotions experienced in the studio. Despite their 
mundane origins, when represented in the sculptural medium these expressions become 
more evocative of heightened emotional states: anguish, torment, pain. The open mouth 
of Yawn (Figure 8) appears to be crying out with a Baroque exaggeration that belies the 
ordinariness of this simple expression of boredom. The effect may be attributable to the 
basic restraint that pervades the sculptural portrait and the way this amplifies the 
register of any expression that falls outside this scheme. But it also seems to indicate the 
aggrandizing function that sculpture, and the portrait bust in particular, performs upon 
its subject seemingly independent of scale. 
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Importantly, many of the expressions I adopt in these works involve the activity of the 
mouth. During the modelling process I have become highly conscious of the way in 
which I use my mouth often absent-mindedly - sucking my teeth and licking and biting 
my lips is a continual habit. For me, these actions are an inseparable from the feelings 
of self-consciousness, as I find it hard to keep my face still when aware of being 
observed. So these expressions have some auto-biographical ‘validity’ while also 
connoting the act of being viewed. This awkwardness contrasts with the solemn 
authority that normally emanates from the form. 
 
These mouth actions also have a neurotic dimension, as they represent not to the 
‘productive’ functions of eating, breathing or speaking but to inability, hesitation and 
inactivity. In my works, the tongue’s probing of gums and teeth represents a sort of 
lapse in the expressive capacity of the organ/muscle – these figures are unable or 
unwilling to speak. If the central objective of the portrait is to consecrate an identity – 
my busts seem frozen in an eternal state of suspended animation. Given the ubiquity of 
the figure to Western sculptural history, my ‘figures’ seem to be aware that there may 
indeed be nothing else to say. The expressive exhaustion of the figurative form and the 
feeling of being dumbstruck when faced by the scale of historical precedent are the two 
interlocking aspects of the quandary expressed by my figures. Ironically, this idea of 
exhaustion and impotence constitutes a form of meaning sufficient to mobilise my 
continued interest in art practice. By making my self-portraits involve my own self-
consciousness about the act of art-making, I seek to articulate both a sense of lack and 
excess: for it is ambiguous as to whether these figures have nothing at all to say or too 
much to know where to begin. 
 
Such concerns are further reflected by the anatomical formation of the mouth itself. 
Even when the jaw and lips are closed, the mouth is still an open (albeit enclosed) 
cavity. The hollow of the mouth is a void within the head, a space that cannot be closed 
or collapsed. This persistent interior space acts as a potent metaphor for the enduring 
problems associated with the representation of the self – making external the inner life 
of the subject. Like the space behind the teeth, this stubborn interiority cannot be 
removed or forced outwards. My figures search the topography of this interior space by 
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appearing to probe this cavity with their tongue. So this search, while it represents a 
desire for self-expression, also indicates the expressive limitations of the self-portrait. 
 
However, the representational complexities of the self-portrait bust extend beyond the 
hollow of the mouth to the other facial orifices. As Van Alphen notes (see above), the 
portrait not only heightens the authority of the sitter but also the authority of the 
mimetic program. This program can be likened to a mesh that covers the entire surface 
of the portrait form and seeks to stabilise its forms in relation to those of the external 
subject. If this indexical mesh is the source of the portrait’s authority and mimetic 
program more broadly, than any rupture in it necessarily has implications for the system 
as whole. In the case of the sculptural portrait, the orifices of the head are regions of the 
portrait sculpture where this mesh is momentarily, but profoundly, disrupted. The 
mouth, nostrils and ear canals are locations where the artist must, by necessity, break 
with the mimetic logic of the portrait: at some point he must deviate from the actual 
appearance of the subject and ‘edit’ or abstract the form. Accordingly in figurative 
sculpture the ear canal becomes little more than a dimple, the nostrils a shallow recess 
and the mouth often little more than a narrow trench. These areas thus denote the twin 
problems of mimesis and material. In these regions the sculptural material most directly 
exerts itself over the representational program. The search for interiority or essence as a 
metaphor is abruptly halted by the literal solid ‘interior’ of the sculptural material. 
 
These regions and the epistemological tensions they embody represent another focal 
area of this studio research. In Protrusion II (Figure 9), the volumes of these sculptural 
cavities are pushed outward in an attempt to deny their internal allusion. The resultant 
forms bulge from the cavities like some kind of extruded mass or tumour. These bubble-
like forms suggests the literal act of expression – the ejection form the body – and 
connote birth as well and disgorgement. In this way, the evacuation of the facial orifices 
as sites of epistemological instability gives rise to an impression of cloud-like material – 
a key sculptural metaphor since the Baroque period, for metaphysical or divine 
spirituality65. The clouds of Protrusion II however, threaten to suffocate the subject. In 
other words, the self here is frozen in a state of ambiguity – a site where outward and 
inward expressions have become entangled. 
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Intake (Figure 10) addresses these regions in a very different manner. In this work, the 
cranial cavities are treated as closures – earlobes plug ears, nostrils are depressed and 
mouth is drawn inwards. Juxtaposed with shut eyelids, these closed features give rise to 
a figure in which self-absorption has become almost auto-cannibalism. Intake thus 
depicts a bust in which the exchange between interior and exterior in both figural and 
literal modes is prevented.  
 
These busts seek to problematise notions of expression and interiority that pervade the 
self-portrait but they do not seek to dramatically eviscerate the form like Quinn nor 
pathologise it like Parr. Instead, via facial expressions that are both incidental and 
connotative of difficulties in ‘speaking’, my busts seek to present a model of self-
representation that it at home with its mute inwardness. For me it is crucial that these 
works, despite the spectrum of content outlined above, remain quietly self-contained. 
 
Truncation Plane 
While the facial orifices of the sculpture serve to destabilize the bust in a subtle way, the 
truncation plane is the part of the bust where the mimetic program is most overtly 
suspended. Despite the radical abbreviation of the body that defines the bust as a form, 
as Sheila Dillon observes, to the contemporary observer it seems “a wholly natural, 
indeed unremarkable form of portrait representation”66. As described above, the 
reframing of the body that occurs in the bust reflects the broader prioritisation of the 
head/mind as the chief locus for identity – an emphasis that originates in classical Rome 
and becomes most highly schematized in Cartesian metaphysics with its polarisation of 
mind and body. The truncation plane constitutes a sculptural ellipsis, alluding to an 
invisible and generalised body that stands in stark contrast to the specificity of the bust 
itself.  
 
It is perhaps the chief paradox of the bust format that its indexical authority – its 
emphatic denotation of specific subject – is consecrated by an act of sculptural 
decapitation. As described above, this representational paradox gives rise to the 
spectrum of ambiguities that define the bust. The reduction of the bust to the status of a 
fragment requires the incorporation of a variety of protective structures that return to the 
bust its authoritative presence. Drapery, socle, pedestal, stand, shelf and architectural 
niche, thus become crucial to maintaining the literal and metaphoric stability and 
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integrity of the bust. My busts seek to emphasise this vulnerability by removing these 
protective supports from the bust entirely. By emphasizing the incompleteness of the 
sculptural body that epitomizes the bust form, I seek to convert the heroic impression of 
the bust to one of debilitation and loss. 
 
By elaborating the truncation planes of the bust to smooth flat surfaces, the truncation 
plane becomes an overt part of the sculptural program. Like the forms of the ancient 
Greek herm, the severity of this truncation lends the busts a highly architectonic feel, as 
if they are a part of some unknown built structure. This suggestion of utility is further 
underscored by the fact that the busts frequently rest on the side planes created by the 
truncation of the torso (see Figures 11, 12). This rotation of the bust is the repressed 
logic of the process of truncation in classicizing sculpture. The stabilisation of the 
subject achieved by reducing the body to a form of geometry simultaneously creates the 
opportunity for other, less upright, orientations. In these works the busts’ ‘shoulder’ 
planes are alternate foundations that offer up a very different model of the male self; 
one characterised by ambiguity, uncertainty and instability. 
 
The form of Extension (Figure 13) is derived primarily from the study of Neo-Classical 
truncation planes denuded of drapery. Instead of finishing at the sternum, the 
segmentation is extended to the entire length of the torso, concluding at the groin. When 
inverted and made to rest against the gallery wall, the resulting bodily section takes on a 
buttress-like appearance. Reframing the bust in such a way draws dramatic attention to 
the key bodily elements in the composition: the head and the genitals, both areas of the 
body highly resonant with notions of masculine authority. However the exposure of the 
testicles and perineum produced by this pose creates an impression of vulnerability and 
humiliation that is at odds with the refined, carefully modelled surface. In Extension the 
scrotum tries to fulfill the role normally fulfilled by drapery, as it appears to make a 
futile attempt to conceal the bald planes of the form. It is as if, bereft of any sculptural 
covering or support, the protective role must fall to the nearest bodily analogue: the 
folds of skin that envelop the male sex organs. Making the dramatic excision of the 
body visible brings about a predicament for the representational scheme more broadly, 
as figure and body, and by extension object and subject, become sculpturally 
indeterminate.  
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The Cast Form 
The casting process exacerbates this impression of indeterminacy. The casting process 
involves a progressive exchange between exterior and interior that affects the status of 
the final cast form. The cast object has both an overt inside and outside, but during the 
casting process these modes become entangled. As a result, the confusion of inner and 
outer form that occurs through the process of sculptural reproduction mirrors the 
indeterminacies of inner life and outer expression that characterise the portrait in 
general. 
 
This oscillation between inner and outer surfaces is a fundamental part of the mould-
making process. In the first stage of producing a cast the plasticine form is progressively 
encased by moulds: the exterior of the original form is enclosed within the mould 
system. These mould pieces are then peeled back from the surface of the form to reveal 
a fragmented negative imprint of the form. In so doing, the convex aspects of the 
original projected form become concavities – the outer form now projects inwards. In 
order to produce the casting, these mould surfaces are covered by successive laminates 
of material. During this layering process the surface of the casting is built up, becoming 
an outer surface for the duration of the process. This surface is then systematically 
rendered internal to the form as the mould pieces are joined together: the outer surface 
of the cast sections become sealed inside the final cast. Finally, the outer forms of the 
mould are peeled back to reveal the casting inside which reasserts itself as a spatial 
projection. As this account demonstrates, the modal transition from exterior to interior 
is an intrinsic part into the casting process. 
 
The fact that the casts remain hollow forms is also significant in this regard. The interior 
space can be made to house weights, allowing the work to be positioned in ways that 
appear to defy the material authenticity of the forms. If the truncation planes of the 
busts instigate the process of reorientation, their hollowness secures this formal 
proposition. Additionally, the mobility of these weights enables the work to be 
positioned in a variety of independent ways. The precarious balance of Intake II (Figure 
14) is brought about by this use of internal weights. This highly delicate inversion of the 
bust lends the work a genuine physical vulnerability while also disrupting the 
‘legibility’ of likeness within the work. The metaphoric stability of the bust as an 
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indexical form is thus challenged by the physical instability arising out of the act of 
inversion – a process made possible by the hollowness of the cast form.  
 
But as Intake II also demonstrates, the cast enables the production of multiples. Like the 
modelling process, which makes use of the preceding plasticine form as a sculptural 
foundation, the cast calls authenticity into question. The cast, by its nature is always a 
secondary and reproducible form. This reproducibility and the way it denies any secure 
notion of originality, is purposefully deployed in my practice as a means of further 
interrupting the authority of the sculptural representation. The cast permits the 
exploration of orientation as a sculptural strategy by allowing identical casts to be 
presented in diverse arrangements concurrently. In Yawn II and Yawn III (Figure 15) the 
different positions of the casts give rise to different impressions of vulnerability. In the 
former, the height of the wall-mounted work presents its open mouth to the viewer as if 
for a health inspection. The latter was placed at shin height on the wall, seemingly 
resting its head on a small socle placed on the floor directly beneath it. While using 
identical casts, these two compositional strategies combine to create an instability that 
redirects the heroic authority of the bust towards more mutable and contingent 
interpretations. Moreover, the attachment of the busts to the wall in this manner evokes 
the notion of a hunting trophy, thus conflating two very different forms of ‘bust’: one 
that commemorates the hero and one that commemorates the victim. 
 
But beyond these interpretative aspects to the cast, it is the act of repetition that 
underscores the process of sculptural reproduction. This emphasis amplifies the already 
repetitive nature of my studio process, and the cyclical process of self-observation that 
forms the foundation of my practice in general. As Mike Parr has explained in relation 
to his own explorations of the self-portrait form, when subjected to an obsessive 
repetition, the process of self-portraiture has the effect of “relativising everything”67. 
This relationality, the neutralisation of the authority of the art object by its reduction to 
a set of comparisons or contrasts, challenges the stability of the process of 
differentiation that conventionally underpins the bust format. 
 
By subjecting the portrait bust to sustained repetition and reconfiguration, the seemingly 
indexical relationship between sculptural subject and object epitomised by the form can 
be disrupted. Instead of endeavouring to secure the relationship between the sculptural 
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and subjective selves my project seeks to give form to the contingencies and instabilities 
that always accompany and threaten the directness of this relationship. 
 
This awareness has led to the expansion of my studio practice to incorporate elements 
from the studio normally repressed by the emphasis on the ‘work’ as a coherent object. 
The indeterminacies revealed by the otherwise highly schematic process of sculptural 
self-portraiture have effectively ‘cued’ the unorganised detritus of the studio process as 
potential extensions of the process of self-portraiture. These materials include plasticine 
remnants, sculpture stands, packing materials, crates and other studio equipment. These 
elements are the incidental by-products of the studio process, and stand in stark contrast 
to the controlled ‘mastery’ that goes into the production of the busts. The integration of 
such elements formed the basis of my exhibition Verging: a draft (Figures 16, 17 and 
18) in which the informality of a large bundle of packing felt and a plastic bucket half 
filled with hardened plaster, contrast with the more rarefied qualities of a white bust and 
two socles. The placement of the bust on the floor against one wall creates the 
impression of displacement as if these elements ancillary to the main studio production 
have usurped its limelight. The elements were each selected based on their connection 
to notions of blockage, abandonment and exposure – the thematic terrain of my self 
portrait busts. But crucially, these items also reflected the ordinary actions and rituals 
obscured by the refined surface of the portrait bust. The resulting installation acts 
therefore as a distillation of the making process. In other words, in Verging the 
portraiture project is enlarged to include the sculptural process and site of production. In 
effect, my practice now appears to have exceeded the self-portrait as a form to become a 
portrait of the process of self-portraiture. This shift has had the effect of dramatically 
enlarging the scope of the project, its procedural palette and its formal range. Such ‘re-
editing’ of the work parallels the 'edited' form of the bust format. Just as my busts draw 
attention to what is ‘edited out’, the incorporation of these elements denotes the 
selective process that frames the studio process more broadly.  
 
Conclusion 
By juxtaposing my busts with other more quotidian objects from the studio, I aim to 
expose the fact that always tries to be concealed in portrait sculpture: the objecthood of 
the bust itself. Conventionally, the classicising bust was dependent on a variety of 
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sculptural devices that protected the sculpture – and its subject – from the manifold 
instabilities that define the form. For if notions of authority, subjectivity and 
representation form the embodied language of the portrait bust, any disruption to that 
figured body consequently destabilises those very notions. My work seeks to draw 
attention to this complex operation of material and metaphor, by revealing what 
happens when such supports are removed and the portrait bust is shown to be simply a 
severed body: a mere thing. 
 
By re-imagining the Enlightenment tradition by refracting it through the contemporary 
studio, I seek to articulate the ambivalence I feel when faced by a visual language that 
commemorated a man’s civic achievement and authority. For despite these lofty 
pretences, in the form of the bust I observe the germ of the atomised, narcissistic male 
self of our world. They depict, after all, a singular man self-consciously staking a claim 
on immortality by donning the appropriate sculptural dress. Despite this conceit, it is 
hard not to be seduced by the optimism represented by such portraits. And so my self-
portraits, while they endeavour to unmask the sculptural devices that prop up the 
certainties of male authority, also contain a quiet, half-formed wish to find a home in 
the Enlightenment ‘Temple of Worthies’. 
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Figures 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Pericles herm from the Villa of Cassius at Tivoli, Vatican 
Museums, Sala della Muse (inv. 525), Rome 68. 
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Figure 2. Portrait bust of Marcus Vilonius Varro, Rome, c. AD 98-
117, marble, Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek, Copenhagen (inv. 2286) 
[author’s photograph]. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. General in a cuirass, Rome, c. AD 69-96, marble, Ny 
Carlsberg Glyptotek, Copenhagen [author’s photograph]. 
 
 38 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Thomas Banks, Dr. Thomas Addington, 1790, marble, 
Victoria and Albert Museum, London (inv A.2-1955)69. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5. Mike Parr, Bronze Liars (Minus 1 to 16) (detail), 1996, 
bronze, plywood, beeswax and graphite, collection of the Art Gallery 
of New South Wales (author’s photograph). 
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Figure 6. Janine Antoni, Lick and Lather(detail), 1993, soap and 
chocolate self-portrait busts, collection of Jeffrey Dietch, New York 
(photograph by John Bessler)70. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7. Marc Quinn, Emotional Detox: The Seven Deadly Sins, No. 
VI, 1994-5, lead and wax, private collection71. 
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Figure 8. Charles Robb, Yawn, 2006 (photograph by Andrew 
Noble) 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9. Charles Robb, Protrusion II, 2005 (photograph by Joachim 
Froese). 
 
 41 
 
 
 
Figure 10. Charles Robb, Intake, 2005 (photograph by Joachim 
Froese). 
 
 
 
 
Figure 11. Charles Robb, Crop (exhibition view), 2005, Institute of 
Modern Art, Brisbane (photograph by Joachim Froese). 
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Figure 12. Charles Robb, Undercut (exhibition view), 2005, Dianne 
Tanzer Gallery, Melbourne (photograph by Andrew Noble). 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 13. Charles Robb, Extension, 2005 (photograph by Joachim 
Froese). 
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Figure 14. Charles Robb, Intake II, 2006, (photograph by Andrew 
Noble) 
 
 
 
 
Figure 15. Charles Robb, Yawn II and Yawn III, 2006, works as 
installed in the group exhibition ‘A Man’s World’ at the Museum of 
Brisbane (photograph courtesy of the Museum of Brisbane). 
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Figure 16. Charles Robb, Verging: a draft (installation detail), 2007 
[author’s photograph].  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 17. Charles Robb, Verging: a draft (partial installation view), 
2007 [author’s photograph].  
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Figure 18. Charles Robb, Verging: a draft (installation detail), 2007 
[author’s photograph].  
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Figure 19. Charles Robb, Filled Pauses (installation detail), 2008 
[author’s photograph] 
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Figure 20. Charles Robb, Filled Pauses (installation detail), 2008 
[author’s photograph] 
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Figure 21. Charles Robb, Filled Pauses (installation detail), 2008 
[author’s photograph] 
 
 
 
 
 49 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 22. Charles Robb, Filled Pauses (installation detail), 2008 
[photograph by Andrew Noble] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 23. Charles Robb, Filled Pauses (installation detail), 2008 
[photograph by Andrew Noble] 
 
 
 50 
 
Bibliography 
 
Allan, Diana, ed. Marc Quinn: Incarnate. London: Booth-Clibborn Editions, 1998. 
Atkins, Kim, ed. Self and Subjectivity, Blackwell Readings in Continental Philosophy. 
Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2005. 
Baker, Malcolm. "'No Cap or Wig but a Thin Hair Upon It' : Hair and the Male Portrait 
Bust in England around 1750." Eighteenth-Century Studies 38, no. 1 (2004): 63-
77. 
———. "The Portrait after the Antique." In Citizens and Kings : Portraits in the Age of 
Revolution, 1760-1830, edited by Norman Rosenthal, 210-16. London: Royal 
Academy of Arts, 2007. 
Baudelaire, Charles. Art in Paris, 1845-1862 : Salons and Other Exhibitions. Translated 
by Jonathan. Mayne. London: Phaidon, 1965. 
Bolt, Barbara. "The Magic Is in the Handling." In Practice as Research : Approaches to 
Creative Arts Enquiry, edited by Estelle Barrett and Barbara Bolt, 27-34. 
London: I.B. Tauris, 2007. 
Carter, Paul. Material Thinking : The Theory and Practice of Creative Research. 
Carlton: Melbourne University Publishing, 2004. 
Dillon, Sheila. Ancient Greek Portrait Sculpture : Contexts, Subjects, and Styles. New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 2006. 
Goldman, Hetty. "The Origin of the Greek Herm." American Journal of Archaeology 
46, no. 1 (1942): 58-68. 
Green, Charles. "Doppelgangers and the Third Force: The Artistic Collaborations of 
Gilbert & George and Marina Abramovic/Ulay." Art Journal 59, no. 2 Summer 
(2000). 
Hall, Donald E. Subjectivity, The New Critical Idiom. London: Routledge, 2004. 
Hall, James. The World as Sculpture: The Changing Status of Sculpture from the 
Renaissance to the Present Day. London: Pimlico, 2000. 
Hamlyn, D. W. The Penguin History of Western Philosophy. London: Penguin, 1990. 
Hollander, Anne. Seeing through Clothes. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 
1993. 
Hume, David. "Of Personal Identity." In Self and Subjectivity, edited by Kim Atkins, 
37-44. Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2005. 
Jackson, David. "Verism and the Ancestral Portrait." Greece & Rome 34, no. 1 (1987): 
32-47. 
Janson, H. W. Nineteenth-Century Sculpture. London: Thames and Hudson, 1985. 
Kleiner, Diana E. E. Roman Sculpture, Yale Publications in the History of Art. New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1992. 
Mansfield, Nicholas. Subjectivity : Theories of the Self from Freud to Haraway. St 
Leonards, NSW: Allen & Unwin, 2000. 
Martin, F. David. "On Portraiture: Some Distinctions." The Journal of Aesthetics and 
Art Criticism 20, no. 1, Autumn (1961): 61-72. 
Melrod, George. "Encounter: Janine Antoni's Lick and Lather." Sculpture 13 (1994): 
18-19. 
Nairne, Sandy, and Sarah Howgate. The Portrait Now. New Haven, CT: Yale 
University Press, 2006. 
Ostrow, Saul. "Janine Antoni: Lick and Lather." Flash Art, no. 177 (1994): 119. 
Parr, Mike. "The Self Portrait Project." Art Monthly, no. 61 (1993): 5-7. 
 51 
 
———. "Weekend Talks." artist talk held in conjunction with the exhibition 'Three 
Ways: Contemporary Sculpture from the Collection'. Brisbane: Queensland Art 
Gallery, 2007. 
Peirce, Charles S. Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce: Volume 4. Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1958. 
Plato. The Republic. Translated by H. P. D. Lee. Harmondsworth, UK: Penguin, 1971. 
Rainbird, Sean. Marc Quinn: Emotional Detox (Catalogue). London: Tate Gallery, 
1995. 
Reynolds, Joshua. Discourses on Art. Edited by Stephen O. Mitchell. Minneapolis: 
Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1965. 
Richter, Gisela Marie Augusta, and R. R. R. Smith. The Portraits of the Greeks. 
Abridged and revised ed. Oxford: Phaidon, 1984. 
Rosenthal, Norman. Citizens and Kings : Portraits in the Age of Revolution, 1760-1830. 
London: Royal Academy of Arts, 2007. 
Sollins, Susan. Art 21 : Art in the Twenty-First Century 2. New York: Harry N. Abrams, 
2003. 
Steiner, Wendy. "Postmodernist Portraits." Art Journal 46, no. 3, Autumn (1987): 173-
77. 
Strong, D. E., and J. M. C. Toynbee. Roman Art. Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin 
Books, 1976. 
Toynbee, J. M. C. Art of the Romans. Edited by Glyn Daniel, Ancient Peoples and 
Places. London: Thames and Hudson, 1965. 
Van Alphen, Ernst. "The Portrait's Dispersal: Concepts of Representation and 
Subjectivity in Contemporary Portraiture." In Portraiture: Facing the Subject, 
edited by Joanna Woodall, 239–56. Manchester: Manchester University Press, 
1997. 
West, Shearer. Portraiture, Oxford History of Art. Oxford ; New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2004. 
 
 
 52 
 
Notes 
                                                 
1 Paul Carter, Material Thinking : The Theory and Practice of Creative Research 
(Carlton: Melbourne University Publishing, 2004). 
2 Barbara Bolt, "The Magic Is in the Handling," in Practice as Research : Approaches 
to Creative Arts Enquiry, ed. Estelle Barrett and Barbara Bolt (London: I.B. Tauris, 
2007), 30. 
3 Ibid., 33. 
4 Ibid., 31. 
5 Malcolm Baker, "The Portrait after the Antique," in Citizens and Kings : Portraits in 
the Age of Revolution, 1760-1830, ed. Norman Rosenthal (London: Royal Academy of 
Arts, 2007), 212. 
6 D. E. Strong and J. M. C. Toynbee, Roman Art (Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin 
Books, 1976), 17. 
7 Diana E. E. Kleiner, Roman Sculpture, Yale Publications in the History of Art (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1992), 31. 
8 Donald E. Hall, Subjectivity, The New Critical Idiom (London: Routledge, 2004), 7. 
9 Plato, The Republic, trans. H. P. D. Lee (Harmondsworth, UK: Penguin, 1971), 164. 
10 Kleiner, Roman Sculpture, 31. 
11 Sheila Dillon, Ancient Greek Portrait Sculpture : Contexts, Subjects, and Styles (New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 31. 
12 D. W. Hamlyn, The Penguin History of Western Philosophy (London: Penguin, 
1990), 85-7. 
13 Dillon, Ancient Greek Portrait Sculpture : Contexts, Subjects, and Styles, 180. 
14 Hetty Goldman, "The Origin of the Greek Herm," American Journal of Archaeology 
46, no. 1 (1942): 58. 
15 Dillon, Ancient Greek Portrait Sculpture : Contexts, Subjects, and Styles, 31. 
16 Goldman, "The Origin of the Greek Herm," 61. 
17 Dillon, Ancient Greek Portrait Sculpture : Contexts, Subjects, and Styles, 30-33. 
18 Gisela Marie Augusta Richter and R. R. R. Smith, The Portraits of the Greeks, 
Abridged and revised ed. (Oxford: Phaidon, 1984), 14. 
19 See Kleiner, Roman Sculpture, 6.; J. M. C. Toynbee, Art of the Romans, ed. Glyn 
Daniel, Ancient Peoples and Places (London: Thames and Hudson, 1965), 28-29.; and 
David Jackson, "Verism and the Ancestral Portrait," Greece & Rome 34, no. 1 (1987): 
34. 
20 Jackson, "Verism and the Ancestral Portrait," 34. 
21 Ibid. 
22 Kleiner, Roman Sculpture, 31. 
23 Wendy Steiner, "Postmodernist Portraits," Art Journal 46, no. 3, Autumn (1987): 
173. 
24 Charles S. Peirce, Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce: Volume 4 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1958), 359-61. 
25 David Jackson defines ‘verism’ as ‘a form of ultra-physical realism which avoids or 
rejects idealizing tendencies in preference for the prosaic, and which tends to make a 
virtue of rendering detail and tangibility’; see Jackson, "Verism and the Ancestral 
Portrait," 32. 
26 H. W. Janson, Nineteenth-Century Sculpture (London: Thames and Hudson, 1985), 
16. 
27 Baker, "The Portrait after the Antique," 212. 
28 Janson, Nineteenth-Century Sculpture, 17. 
 53 
 
                                                                                                                                               
29 David Hume, "Of Personal Identity," in Self and Subjectivity, ed. Kim Atkins, 
Blackwell Readings in Continental Philosophy (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2005), 38. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Kim Atkins, ed., Self and Subjectivity, Blackwell Readings in Continental Philosophy 
(Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2005), 35. 
32 Joshua Reynolds, Discourses on Art, ed. Stephen O. Mitchell (Minneapolis: Bobbs-
Merrill Company, Inc., 1965), 151. 
33 Ibid., 157. 
34 James Hall, The World as Sculpture: The Changing Status of Sculpture from the 
Renaissance to the Present Day (London: Pimlico, 2000), 3-4. 
35 This marginalisation is especially noteworthy given the fact that sculptural self-
portraiture significantly predates two-dimensional explorations of the form. According 
to my research, the earliest example of sculptural self-portraiture can be found in the 
Portico de la Gloria of the Cathedral of Santiago de Compostela in Spain executed 
between 1168 and 1217. Master Mateo, the chief sculptor of the façade, carved a self-
portrait figure behind the portico, kneeling deferentially toward the nave of the 
cathedral.  
36 Sandy Nairne and Sarah Howgate, The Portrait Now (New Haven, CT: Yale 
University Press, 2006), 7. 
37 Steiner, "Postmodernist Portraits," 173. 
38 F. David Martin, "On Portraiture: Some Distinctions," The Journal of Aesthetics and 
Art Criticism 20, no. 1, Autumn (1961): 61. 
39 Ibid. 
40 Ibid.: 65. 
41 Ibid. 
42 Ibid.: 66. 
43 Steiner, "Postmodernist Portraits," 173. 
44 Ernst Van Alphen, "The Portrait's Dispersal: Concepts of Representation and 
Subjectivity in Contemporary Portraiture," in Portraiture: Facing the Subject, ed. 
Joanna Woodall (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1997), 240. 
45 Ibid., 242. 
46 Nicholas Mansfield, Subjectivity : Theories of the Self from Freud to Haraway (St 
Leonards, NSW: Allen & Unwin, 2000), 165. 
47 Shearer West, Portraiture, Oxford History of Art. (Oxford ; New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2004), 165. 
48 Ibid. 
49 Charles Baudelaire, Art in Paris, 1845-1862 : Salons and Other Exhibitions, trans. 
Jonathan. Mayne (London: Phaidon, 1965), 111. 
50 Hall, The World as Sculpture: The Changing Status of Sculpture from the 
Renaissance to the Present Day, 5-6. 
51 Ibid., 348. 
52 Mike Parr, "The Self Portrait Project," Art Monthly, no. 61 (1993): 7. 
53 ———, "Weekend Talks,"  (Brisbane: Queensland Art Gallery, 2007). 
54 Parr, "The Self Portrait Project," 5. 
55 Parr’s modelling process as described on the didactic panel that accompanied the 
work when exhibited at the Art Gallery of New South Wales in 2005. 
56 Parr, "Weekend Talks." 
57 Saul Ostrow, "Janine Antoni: Lick and Lather," Flash Art, no. 177 (1994). 
 54 
 
                                                                                                                                               
58 George Melrod, "Encounter: Janine Antoni's Lick and Lather," Sculpture 13 (1994): 
19. 
59 Ibid. 
60 Sean Rainbird, Marc Quinn: Emotional Detox (Catalogue) (London: Tate Gallery, 
1995). 
61 Ibid. 
62 a ghostly double of a living person [see Charles Green, "Doppelgangers and the Third 
Force: The Artistic Collaborations of Gilbert & George and Marina Abramovic/Ulay," 
Art Journal 59, no. 2 Summer (2000): 36.] According to European folk mythology 
confronting one’s Doppelgänger will result in sudden death. 
63 see Malcolm Baker, "'No Cap or Wig but a Thin Hair Upon It' : Hair and the Male 
Portrait Bust in England around 1750," Eighteenth-Century Studies 38, no. 1 (2004). 
64 see Jackson, "Verism and the Ancestral Portrait," 43-44. 
65 For a summary of Bernini’s fascination with the capacity of stone to convey spiritual 
ideas see Anne Hollander, Seeing through Clothes (Berkeley, CA: University of 
California Press, 1993), 42.  
66 Dillon, Ancient Greek Portrait Sculpture : Contexts, Subjects, and Styles, 11. 
67 Parr, "Weekend Talks"  
68 Dillon, Ancient Greek Portrait Sculpture : Contexts, Subjects, and Styles, 52. 
69 Norman Rosenthal, Citizens and Kings : Portraits in the Age of Revolution, 1760-
1830 (London: Royal Academy of Arts, 2007), 222. 
70 Susan Sollins, Art 21 : Art in the Twenty-First Century 2 (New York: Harry N. 
Abrams, 2003), 77. 
71 Diana Allan, ed., Marc Quinn: Incarnate (London: Booth-Clibborn Editions, 1998), 
21. 
